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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Office Action PP 1: Information Disclosure Statement 

Thank you for considering the information disclosure statement submitted November 
18,2005. 

Office Action PP 2: The specification 

In accordance with the Examiner's objection to the specification, the case has been 
amended to state "We claim." 
Office Action PP3: Objections to the claims 

The examiner has made 12 rejections to claim informalities. All 12 items have been 
corrected. 

In paragraph 4 of the Office Action, the Examiner refers to Claim 4 and after 
reading the claims, we believe the Examiner intended to reference Claim 5; and thus 
Claim 5 has been amended. 
Prior Art Rejections 

The Examiner primarily relies on US. Patent 6,717,599 issued to Olano. Applicant 
respectfully traverses the Examiner's application of Olano because Olano bears no 
substantive analogy to the claimed inventions. 

Olano proposes a system for implementing mathematical derivatives using graphics 
hardware. The entirety of the Olano disclosure centers around a single method for 
implementing mathematical derivatives and that method is shown in figure 3. The 
method specifies: receiving "a data structure that represents the operation of one or more 
program statements, wherein at least one of the program statements requires derivative 
information"; marking "a node of the data structure that determines derivative 
information"; and applying " a transform rule to the node marked in step 320 to obtain a 
transformed data structure, wherein the operations represented by the transformed data 
structure can be implemented with graphics hardware interface program." See Figure 4, 
emphasis added. In accordance with this single method, Olano' s compiler transforms 
program statements into a tree structure comprising nodes that are either single operators 
or single variables. Olano's system then performs a rule look-up to determine how a 
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specific tree-segment can be transformed so that the involved derivative math can be 
performed by resident graphics hardware. Thus, in D ssence, Olan's system merely 
suggest how to use a low-level tree and rule look-up to perform derivative math on a 
GPU. 

The Examiner also relies heavily on U.S. Patent 6,600,840 issued to McCrossin. 
Applicant also respectfully traverses the Examiner's application of McCrossin, because 
like Olano, McCrossin bears no analogy to the claimed inventions. 

McCrossin proposes a system for changing the format of an image by applying a 
series of filters. The filters are applied to the source image for each parameter of the 
source image that does not match a parameter of the requested or desired result image. In 
D ssence, McCrossin proposes a system to simplify the conversion of the same image 
from one format to another; for example from a BMP file to a TIFF file. See for example 
Col. 6 line 40 et. Seq. 



Office Action PP 13 - 22: Section 102 rejections 

In PP 14, the Examiner has rejected Claim 75 as anticipated by Olano (U.S. 
Patent 6,717,599). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection for at least the 
following exemplary reasons. The Examiner cites the following Olano excerpts to 
support the proposition that Olan discloses "creating a first graph associated with the first 
image representation where software routines for creating such graph execute on a CPU": 
Column 5, lines 3-10; 

I >' I I. - 2. i| I Hi4 . ii]- . . . -I 

.] i i i-i ■ i in ■ • :<c i ,| 1 1„,] i i| if 
-fM h Ul , ., I, i i n i | :tu .- 

I ,. 1. vl I , H i U I ; l .1,1, _ ,!■ . . 
I I i l,l 

ii j i j ' i i i i i , i, | ii Jli4 »• 

• ■ , i i il |. ilk ii i, , , y\ , a 

. Ii<4 I i I ii , ■ hi . . . , i :■ 



13. Column 4, lines 30-35; and 
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14. Column 3, lines 48-53. 
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As is evident from the three excerpts, Olano offers no discussion regarding processing 
anything on a CPU; quite -the-opposite, Olano focuses on the use of graphics hardware 
only. In addition, as discussed above and further illustrated here, Olano's trees are not 
associated with an image representation but rather with program statements. This is 
clearly and definitively stated in the invention summary: 



The present invention provides a method, system, and computer program 
product for implementing derivative operators at an interactive rate in 
computer graphics systems. In an embodiment, a data structure 
representing the operation of one or more computer program statements 
is received by a compiler and transformed into a tree data structure. Nodes 
of the tree data structure that determine derivative information are marked. 
A transform rule is applied to the marked nodes to transform the tree data 
structure into a data structure that can be implemented with graphics 
hardware interface program statements. 
Olano, Col. 41 -52. 

Regarding claim 75 the Examiner further cites Olano Col. 5 , lines 33-60 to 
support Olano's anticipation of the following claim elements: 



determining an intersection of the first graph's global domain of definition 
and global region of interest; resolving a first node in said first graph by 
running software routines on said CPU to (i) determine if said first node 
may be combined with a second node and (ii) create program steps for 
calculating and storing only the portions of any intermediary mage that 
relate to said intersection. 
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As is evident from the excerpt from the Examiner's citation (below), Olano proposes 
nothing even analogous to the claimed limitations above. 
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The Examiner's cited excerpt discusses use of Olano 's pattern match rules. As the 
excerpt states (interpreted as broadly as possible) the pattern match rules merely 
"transform any set of high level statements . . . into graphics API statements" for the 
purpose or performing operations on a graphics system. See lines 53 - 60. In fact, 
neither the cited excerpt, nor anything else in Olano proposes any of the following 
concepts: a global domain of definition; a global region of interest; the intersection of the 
foregoing two items; running routines on a CPU to resolve a node; creating program steps 
relating to the aforementioned intersection. These claimed items are entirely absent in 
any portion of Olano including the Examiners cited portions. 
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Finally, with respect to claim 75, the Examiner sites two excerpts (Col. 4, lines 30-35 and 
Col. 3, lines 48-53) as providing anticipatory disclosure of the claimed portion "the 
program steps for compilation on the CPU and execution on a GPU." 
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cetera, 



As is evident from the cited excerpts, Olano's focus and only disclosure relates to 
processing by graphics systems of one kind or another. Neither the cited excerpts nor 
anything else in Olano discusses any division of work between CPU and GPU, much less 
a division of work as claimed (the claimed program steps being compiled on the CPU and 
executed on the GPU) 

For all the reasons set forth above, claim 75 is clearly allowable over the cited art 
and thus currently in condition for allowance. 

In Office Action PP 15 - 22, the Examiner rejects claims 79 - 84 as being 
anticipated by McCrossin. As discussed earlier, McCrossin proposes a system for 
changing the format of an image by applying a series of filters. In essence, McCrossin 
proposes a system to simplify the conversion of the same image from one format to 
another; for example from a BMP file to a TIFF file. See for example Col. 6 line 40 et. 
Seq. Thus, the API discussed by McCrossin is not an image processing API as set forth 
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in claim 79 but rather, as explicitly stated in the Examiner's cited excerpt, a "read" and 
"write" API. See Col. 6, lines 20-25 quoted below. 
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Referring to McCrossin's figure 6, when the transform object 103 receives a read or 
write API call, it helps fulfill that job by providing a behind-the-scenes filter system for 
getting the correct file format as listed at item 137. Critically, the API is to read or write, 
not to perform image processing as claimed. Furthermore, since the McCrossin API is 
for read and write operations, McCrossin does not and can not disclose a bundle of API 
services as claimed; i.e. API services related to filter objects, API services related to 
image objects, API services related to context objects and API services related to vector 
objects. Such a bundle of API services as claimed is entirely absent from McCrossin at 
least because a major purpose of McCrossin is to isolate the application layer from the 
task of doing a file format conversion (e.g. the McCrossin application does NOT use an 
API to call all "filters" involved in the file format conversion). Thus, in view of this 
clarification, claim 79 should be in condition for allowance and reconsideration is 
respectfully requested. Claims 80 through 83 depend from claim 79 and therefore should 
be allowable for the same reasons. 

Similar to claim 79, the Examiner asserts that claim 84 is invalid over McCrossin. 
Applicant traverses this rejection because, as explained above McCrossin discloses only 
read and write APIs and does not and can not disclose a bundle of API functions as 
claimed; i.e. API functions to create image objects; API functions to create context 
objects; API functions to create filter objects; API functions to set filter object 
parameters; API functions to obtain filter object output; and API functions to convert 
image objects to context objects. Thus, in view of this clarification, claim 84 should be 
in condition for allowance and reconsideration is respectfully requested. 
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6. Office Action PP 23 - 89: Section 103 Rejections 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 2, 4-6, 1 1-23, 25-32, 36-41, 43-47, 51-56, 
58, 61-64, 66-74 and 85 under Section 103 in view of the combination of Olano and 
McCrossin. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

As explained above, Olano is essentially inapplicable to the claimed inventions 
because Olano proposes a system for implementing mathematical derivatives using 
graphics hardware. The entirety of the Olano disclosure centers around a single method 
for implementing mathematical derivatives and that method is shown in figure 3. The 
method is described and cited above in this response. 

In Office Action PP 26, the Examiner rejects claim 1 and cites Olano (Col. 6, line 
50 - Col. 7, line 3) for the allegedly anticipatory proposition that Olano discloses "a first 
process requesting a filter from a second process; the related filter and initial image 
comprising a program." However, Olano discloses nothing of sort, focusing only on the 
manipulation of program code so that graphics hardware can perform mathematical 
derivatives. The Olano portion cited by the Examiner discusses estimating the size of an 
anti-aliasing filter; there is no discussion regarding a request for filters between 
processes. Thus, other than mentioning a filter, the Examiner's citation has no reference 
or relevance to the cited claim language requiring a first process to request a filter from a 
second process. The Olano citation is as follows: 
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With respect to claim 1 the Examiner further puts forth that Olano (at Col. 2, lines 52-56) 
shows the steps of "said second process compiling the program, yielding a compiled 
program; running at least a portion of the complied program to apply a function of the 
filter to the image, yielding an pixeldmage result." The cited quotation is as follows: 
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It is quite evident that neither the cited portion nor anything in Olano discloses any of the 
following: which among a plurality of processes compiles the claimed program; or 
running the claimed compiled program to yield a pixeldmage result." Since Olano 
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speaks only to performing mathematical operations, it can not have any relevance to 
yielding a pixel-image result. 

With respect to claim 1, the Examiner further asserts that McCrossin teaches 
"editing an initial image, comprising the steps of a first process requesting a filter from a 
second process, said first process defining a relationship between the filter and the initial 
image." However, the Examiner's application of McCrossin is misplaced because 
McCrossin' s transform object "selects" a filter from a library and "employs" that filter; it 
does not request a filter from another process or deliver a filter in accordance with the 
request of another process. See Col 6, line 46 - Col. 7, line 9, which is the examiner's 
citation copied directly below. 

\P1 iclJ ,-;..lk 133 .in.. API unu. c ill- 135 aic c dk . ■ lie 
imj^c rt iJu * afjl v,rikrs t o< -mn » hi n dir- > ..hiu\li 
of image data. The API cn.pk< *.d u< defu cd u tl c 
requirement -i . f - uli p.m u til ir nai'i.r .t wri'tr within 

50 image readers/writers 137 in. accordance with a preferred 
embodiment of the present invention. Tra lsform obxri 103 
dctc: nin.s n jiliul mi lh ' ^ i r 139, di ik scribes die 
Cum at ol tin. image to be read oi wk u i I nam. :equei>t 
weiei 127 ievv.wd in >m ,ip-\u iti. n 101 a/jd ^compaRd 

55 to actual iniau-j vcvlm 139 m dclcn line what lilkis ana 
nccc'tL , Pdkt suci an Pun, .p. lilur -.i.k\v 141 t. i n - 
s-ljucc. to tvtux \h. im.iLy Jala speeded .n irr i i_,c .cqi c-.t 
vi, li-r 127. 

1 tlkrs ax accessed by iui>.', mi itnm oh i ,t 103 from 
60 filter library 143, as depict-! in 1 It . 7 I ilki .ibrarv 143 
•nont.nn-. . m-mliu o| ihth irrt lilt, is ,i\ ill ihli I. pi , rm- 
iog various image iranslbrmat j:uis. In the depicted example, 
it Iter library 143 includes Ifae h. lmvuv_ Iih rs ph hurt inc 
143uM..i k 143 n\ ,ao I43i. pa. I 143,;. * ih 143 . bit pad 
143/ I tli. j 143-. -lav 143/. i. loj uau'-loin 143/, J^<»_ L - 
143/. am encode 1434 ihest Plkrs an. cnpl -wd '<]■ 
tut -.t'onii itio j )l ik 1. 1 103 to -roMLk ti i* n ^ v^_. t[ m-f. u- 



20 



Application No. 10/826,762 
Amendment Dated: December 28, 2006 
Reply to Office Action of September 29, 2006 



7 

III llil'li l> .lIlLi Jtlllll I I 111 U_>- Jal.l ll> I L 1 I I III Up- L .11,1 III i 

lorn sptvilkd in in jll rccjucsi ^ci-i 127 frunst' nn 
u-'jut 11)3-.. i..'N ; nnnlxrsil'i it r - t, . ova , ,i lill.rs.uk 
141 Imi uv.ii 111,111(1) ilii o ht in au-. Jala I Ijlsl illusiiia) 
K i ^ J wl-t n m il>. ah 's»i ikj , 137 i > l mi'lou . in read < 
■ a v , t ill data ii icn > \ i i l .villi i pn-U rn 1 i nK ulnfk'n ol 
the present invention. More information on filters may be 
found in Foley et at, Computer Graphics: Principles and 
Prac nee (2d Jd. 1991), 

Thus McCrossin simply does not apply to the claim language. 

Finally, with respect to claim 1, Applicant traverses the Examiner's contention 
that there is any motivation to combine Olano and McCrossin. Olano is a system for 
doing derivative math in graphics hardware and McCrossin is a way to change fde 
formats. There is no reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, in view of Applicant's arguments, claim 1 should be allowable and the 
Examiner's reconsideration is respectfully requested. Furthermore, since claims 2, 4-6, 8, 
and 11-21 all depend from claim 1, those claims should likewise be allowable and 
reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 42, the Examiner also rejects independent claim 22 over the 
combination of Olano and McCrossin. Applicant traverses this rejection generally for the 
reasons stated above and specifically as follows. Furthermore, without waiving argument 
on all the limitations, Applicant points out the following failures of Olano and McCrossin 
that should be easy to agree upon. The Examiner cites Olano's Col. 4, lines 1 1-21 (see 
below) as allegedly disclosing "the filter requested by the first process." 



21 



Application No. 10/826,762 
Amendment Dated: December 28, 2006 
Reply to Office Action of September 29, 2006 



The application program la> cr comprises applkiin'on 102. 
Application 102 rep-esenis ,n \ tnji k\-ci application. For 
e\,ir ipL. >ip[ al ih n 102 ok it b. a prnjMi i to; ;uidtni g 
eoni/uki grapnics inruLn m K us^d in a e. oi a 

pioai. i.i 1- 'i MsLiali/.tli u « T st.u-ir.i.ic d,. i j A/plie alio i 102 
m ppiealh all i lOLi Kh * o nip l , in. >\ ic Keh nc.il 
direc oi oi i sueul *4, ■» lexcii k- i nano- u - ( ciu-s uvut; t 
high level pmgunrnmg mginigc or i shading mgu igc 
which causes object files residing at ihc graphics loo'.kil 
20 layer and/or the graphies API Lt\cr to be executed by the 
graph c* svlern e nbi dung iielnlecl ire H)0. 

As is evident from the Olano portion cited by the Examiner (quoted just above), Olano 
does not anywhere disclose a first process (or any process) requesting a filter as claimed. 

In addition, the Examiner cites the same points in Olano for the claimed first and 
second microprocessor (Olano Col. 4, lines 11-35 and Col. 4, lines 30-35). While, Col. 
4 of Olano may indeed list a variety of exemplary hardware, nothing in Col. 4 or 
elsewhere teaches to use a first and second microprocessor according to the claimed 
division of work. As explained earlier, Olano teaches the use of graphics hardware to 
perform derivative mathematics. The only attribution of work even implied is that the 
graphics hardware will do the math. Even the most expansive reading of Olano can not 
imply, as claimed, a first microprocessor running two interrelated processes where one of 
those processes causes the creation of a specifically claimed data structure; and then a 
second microprocessor for running a program created by using the specifically claimed 
data structure. To the contrary, Olano discusses converting program lines into a node tree 
and then processing the node tree so that graphics hardware can be used to do derivative 
math. Olano simply lacks at least both the specifically claimed data structure and the 
expressly claimed division of work between microprocessors. 

Furthermore, the examiner alleges that Olano's Col. 11, lines 14-1 8 discloses a 
memory for storing a pixel image resulting from running a specifically claimed program. 
And while that section does discuss a frame buffer as illustrative hardware, it cannot be, 
as claimed, a buffer for storing a pixel image resulting from running the claimed 
program. This is because the only "programs" arguing taught by Olano are for doing 
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math, not for making or editing images. Thus, Olano does not and can not suggest 
making or editing images using the specifically claimed program. 

Moreover, with respect to claim 22, the Examiner asserts that McCrossin teaches 
that a data structure comprises a relationship between an image and a filter. While the 
Examiner's cited excerpt (Col 6, line 46 - Col. 7, line 9) does discuss "filters" and 
"images," it most certainly does NOT discuss any data structure, much less the 
specifically claimed data structure that comprising the claimed relationship between an 
initial image and a specific filter. See Col 6, line 46 - Col. 7, line 9, which is the 
examiner's citation copied directly below. 
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Thus, given the lack of any disclosure regarding a data structure comprising the 
relationship information, as claimed: McCrossin simply does not apply to the claim 
language. 

Finally, with respect to claim 22, Applicant traverses the Examiner's contention 
that there is any motivation to combine Olano and McCrossin. Olano is a system for 
doing derivative math in graphics hardware and McCrossin is a way to change formats. 
There is no reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, in view of Applicant's arguments, claim 22 should be allowable and the 
Examiner's reconsideration is respectfully requested. Furthermore, since claims 23, and 
25 - 27 all depend from claim 22, those claims should likewise be allowable and 
reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 47, the Examiner also rejects independent claim 28 over the 
combination of Olano and McCrossin. Applicant traverses this rejection generally for the 
reasons stated above and specifically as follows. Furthermore, without waiving argument 
on all the limitations, Applicant points out the following failures of Olano and McCrossin 
that should be easy to agree upon. The Examiner cites Olano' s Col. 2, lines 45-56 and 
Col. 4, lines 30-35 (see below) as allegedly disclosing "a second process servicing the 
requests of the first process, the servicing comprising the steps of optimizing a graph 
representing the result image; compiling the optimized graph; causing the rendering of 
the complied optimized graph." 
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As is evident from the Examiner's citations quoted above, Olano merely proposes 
making a node tree from program statements and then adapting the tree to perform 
mathematical derivatives on graphics hardware. Olano doesn't even purport to do so in 
the context of a second process servicing the request of a first process and Olano doesn't 
mention or suggest optimizing anything (Olano 's adaptation of the node tree for math and 
the graphics processor is not and does not purport to be anything like optimization). 

The Examiner also cites McCrossin (Col. 5, lines 49-50, Col. 6, lines 51-58, and 
lines 9-21) to allegedly anticipate a first process requesting creation of a context, the first 
process indicating parameters associated with the creation of the result image; and the 
first process requesting that the result image be rendered to the context. However, the 
cited excerpts merely discuss McCrossin' s transform object selection of vectors for 
McCrossin' s format conversions. This has nothing to do with creating contexts and 
rendering to same. McCrossin is focused on the conversion of formats and thus is totally 
unconcerned with the notion of context creation or use, much less in the specifically 
claimed manner. 
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Finally, with respect to claim 28, Applicant traverses the Examiner's contention 
that there is any motivation to combine Olano and McCrossin. Olano is a system for 
doing derivative math in graphics hardware and McCrossin is a way to change formats. 
There is no reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, in view of Applicant's arguments, claim 28 should be allowable and the 
Examiner's reconsideration is respectfully requested. Furthermore, since claims 29-32 
and 36-40 all depend from claim 28, those claims should likewise be allowable and 
reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 55, the Examiner rejects claim 43 with citation back to the 
Examiner's arguments for claim 28; except the examiner suggests that claim 43 has the 
additional limitation of a first process and a second process running on a first 
microprocessor and rendering occurring on a second microprocessor. The Examiner 
alleges anticipation of this limitation citing Olano at Col. 3, lines 48-53 and Col. 4, lines 
30-35; both excerpts copied directly below. 
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No reasonable reading of these excerpts can find any discussion or teaching regarding the 
claimed division of work between two microprocessors. These passages do not even 
suggest any specific division of work between processors of any kind, much less the 
specifically claimed division of work. 

Furthermore, with respect to claim 43, Applicant refers to arguments made 
previously with respect to claim 28. Thus, in view of Applicant's arguments, claim 43 
should be allowable and the Examiner's reconsideration is respectfully requested. 
Furthermore, since claims 41-47 and 51-56, those claims should likewise be allowable 
and reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 57, the Examiner also rejects independent claim 58 over the 
combination of Olano and McCrossin. Applicant traverses this rejection generally for the 
reasons stated above and specifically as follows. Furthermore, without waiving argument 
on all the limitations, Applicant points out the following failures of Olano and McCrossin 
that should be easy to agree upon. The Examiner cites Olano's Col. 10, lines 59-65 (see 
below) as allegedly disclosing an API call for the function of creating an image. 

Raster :/;.iiiin m.H.luk- SI4 .j.TibiH L s he imlKml! of vertex 
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v.'jIiil s, Niiel'i as rcr. li-m n. hh ■. . ,md .ilp'n. .m;l depth 
value, as would be known to a person skilled in the rckv.-i n 
65 art. 

As is evident from the cited excerpt reproduced above, there is no teaching or suggestion 
of for an API call having the function to create an image. Furthermore, while Olano may 
propose the concept of an image it does NOT propose, teach or suggest the claimed step 
of associating an image or anything else with a with the claimed function call. Once 
again, Olano is a system to perform math with graphics hardware, thus Applicant's 
specifically crafted claims regarding a high-level graphics API are far removed from 
anything in the Olano disclosure. Furthermore, the Examiner's citation to McCrossin is 
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similarly misplaced because, as explained earlier, McCrossin's only APIs are to read and 
write and thus McCrossin offers nothing in terms of a graphics API, much less defining 
relationships between such APIs and the specifically claimed objects. 

Finally, with respect to claim 58, Applicant traverses the Examiner's contention 
that there is any motivation to combine Olano and McCrossin. Olano is a system for 
doing derivative math in graphics hardware and McCrossin is a way to change file 
formats. There is no reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, in view of Applicant's arguments, claim 58 should be allowable and the 
Examiner's reconsideration is respectfully requested. Furthermore, since claims 61-62 
depend from claim 58, those claims should likewise be allowable and reconsideration is 
respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 60, the Examiner has rejected claim 63, 64, 66, and 67 
making only reference to the Examiner's arguments with respect to claims 58, 59, 61 and 
62. Applicant traverses the Examiner's rejection similarly referring back and forward in 
this paper to Applicant's respective arguments. 

Finally, with respect to independent claim 63, Applicant traverses the Examiner's 
contention that there is any motivation to combine Olano and McCrossin. Olano is a 
system for doing derivative math in graphics hardware and McCrossin is a way to change 
file formats. There is no reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, in view of Applicant's arguments, claim 63 should be allowable and the 
Examiner's reconsideration is respectfully requested. Furthermore, since claims 64, 66- 
73 all depend from claim 63, those claims should likewise be allowable and 
reconsideration is respectfully requested 

In Office Action PP 67, the Examiner also rejects independent claim 74 over the 
combination of Olano and McCrossin. Applicant traverses this rejection generally for the 
reasons stated above and specifically as follows. Furthermore, without waiving argument 
on all the limitations, Applicant points out the following failures of Olano and McCrossin 
that should be easy to agree upon. As discussed above, Olano certainly does not disclose 
optimizing a graph representing an image and the Examiner's citation to Col. 4, lines 30- 
36 does not even suggest same: 



28 



Application No. 10/826,762 
Amendment Dated: December 28, 2006 
Reply to Office Action of September 29, 2006 



AJcmUivc.x. cui.ipilc: 104 can Iv impkmcnud s.., ui it 
will tt i l-,k r ]] j i _ i I ]t \ i State iC.CUlN 1 I 1 lh 111- 

. . M^lUil in I 1 1. 1 uk ill l_t ni , nil l I _[.tp I C- 1} I \ i 

p.ai; ihL :r a par kill ir pru phi's sysU r. iln.-\.hv i.plim; 1\ 
!">. is! . ir ri pa I h'h k\d •-1; : -..iik:iis 1o am ,-n a pailiekar 

Furthermore, Olano does not disclose any division of work between processing 
entities, much less the specifically claimed division of work between a CPU and GPU. 
The Examiner has cited the same excerpt directly above for this anticipation allegation; 
and no reasonable reading to the passage or anything else in Olano can infer the claimed 
division of work. Furthermore, the Examiner cites McCrossin for alleged anticipation 
regarding rendering to a specified context. However, the cited excerpt merely discusses 
McCrossin's transform object's selection of vectors for McCrossin's format conversions. 
This has nothing to do with creating contexts and rendering to contexts. McCrossin is 
focused on the conversion of formats and thus is totally unconcerned with the notion of 
context creation or use, much less in the specifically claimed manner. 

Finally, with respect to claim 74, Applicant traverses the Examiner's contention 
that there is any motivation to combine Olano and McCrossin. Olano is a system for 
doing derivative math in graphics hardware and McCrossin is a way to change formats. 
There is no reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, in view of Applicant's arguments, claim 74 should be allowable and the 
Examiner's reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 68, the Examiner rejects claim 85. Applicant traverses this 
rejection because claim 85 depends upon other claims which have been demonstrated to 
overcome the cited art. Thus, claim 85 should be in condition for allowance and 
reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 69, the Examiner rejects claims 3, 33-35, and 48-50 as being 
unpatentable over the 3-way combination of Olano, McCrossin and Levy (US 
20020033844A1). Applicant traverses this rejection because: claim 3 depends from 
claim 1 which has been demonstrated to overcome the cited art; claims 33-35 depend 
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from claim 28, which has been demonstrated to overcome the cited art; and claims 48-50 
depend from claim 43, which has been demonstrated to overcome the cited art. 

Finally, with respect to claims 3, 33-35, and 48-50, Applicant traverses the 
Examiner's contention that there is any motivation to combine these three widely ranging 
references. There is no reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, claims 3, 33-35 and 48-50 should be in condition for allowance and 
reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 75, the Examiner rejects claims 7, 9, 60 and 65 as being 
unpatentable over the 3 -way combination of Olano, McCrossin and Parikh (US 
64 1 1 30 1 ). Applicant traverses this rejection because: claims 7 and 9 depends from claim 
1 which has been demonstrated to overcome the cited art; claims 60 depends from claim 
58, which has been demonstrated to overcome the cited art; and claim 65 depends from 
claim 63, which has been demonstrated to overcome the cited art. 

Finally, with respect to claims 7, 9, 60 and 65, Applicant traverses the Examiner's 
contention that there is any motivation to combine these three widely ranging references. 
There is no reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, claims 7, 9, 60 and 65 should be in condition for allowance and 
reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 80, the Examiner rejects claim 10 as being unpatentable over 
the 4-way combination of Olano, McCrossin, Parikh and Doyle (US 6867779). 
Applicant traverses this rejection because claim 10 depends from claim 1 which has been 
demonstrated to overcome the cited art. 

Finally, with respect to claim 10, Applicant traverses the Examiner's contention 
that there is any motivation to combine these four widely ranging references. There is no 
reason combine references that differ as much as these and it is simply inappropriate and 
counter legal precedent to combine four references that are not very tightly coupled 
together for purposes of motivation to combine. 

Thus, claims 10 should be in condition for allowance and reconsideration is 
respectfully requested. 
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In Office Action PP 81, the Examiner rejects claim 24 as being unpatentable over 
the 3-way combination of Olano, McCrossin and Sturges (US 5854637). Applicant 
traverses this rejection because claim 24 depends from claim 22, which has been 
demonstrated to overcome the cited art. 

Finally, with respect to claim 24, Applicant traverses the Examiner's contention 
that there is any motivation to combine these three widely ranging references. There is no 
reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, claim 24 should be in condition for allowance and reconsideration is 
respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 82, the Examiner rejects claims 42 and 57 as being 
unpatentable over the 3-way combination of Olano, McCrossin and Stokes (US 
6977661). Applicant traverses this rejection because: claim 42 depends from claim 28 
which has been demonstrated to overcome the cited art; and claims 57 depends from 
claim 43, which has been demonstrated to overcome the cited art. 

Finally, with respect to claims 42 and 57, Applicant traverses the Examiner's 
contention that there is any motivation to combine these three widely ranging references. 
There is no reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, claims 42 and 57 should be in condition for allowance and reconsideration 
is respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 85, the Examiner rejects claim 59 as being unpatentable over 
the 3-way combination of Olano, McCrossin and Doyle. Applicant traverses this 
rejection because claim 59 depends from claim 58, which has been demonstrated to 
overcome the cited art. 

Finally, with respect to claim 59, Applicant traverses the Examiner's contention 
that there is any motivation to combine these three widely ranging references. There is no 
reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, claim 59 should be in condition for allowance and reconsideration is 
respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 86, the Examiner rejects claims 76 and 77 as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Olano and Levy (US 20020033844A1) Applicant 
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traverses this rejection because claims 76 and 77 depend from claim 75 which has been 
demonstrated to overcome the cited art. 

Finally, with respect to claims 76 and 77, Applicant traverses the Examiner's 
contention that there is any motivation to combine these two widely ranging references. 
There is no reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, claims 76 and 77 should be in condition for allowance and reconsideration 
is respectfully requested. 

In Office Action PP 89, the Examiner rejects claim 78 as being unpatentable over 
the combination of Olano and French (US 6266053) Applicant traverses this rejection 
because claim 78 depends from claim 75 which has been demonstrated to overcome the 
cited art. 

Finally, with respect to claim 75, Applicant traverses the Examiner's contention 
that there is any motivation to combine these two widely ranging references. There is no 
reason combine references that differ as much as these. 

Thus, claim 75 should be in condition for allowance and reconsideration is 
respectfully requested. 

7. Conclusion 

In summary, Applicant traverses all of the Examiner's art-based rejections 
because the primary references used by the Examiner are plainly inapplicable to the 
inventions claimed by applicant. Furthermore, in addition to alleging the application of 
distant art, the Examiner's specific allegations regarding each claim do not incorporate 
the claimed connectivity between claim elements. For example, with respect to Claim 
22, the Examiner has alleged McCrossin teaches that a data structure comprises a 
relationship between an image and a filter. While the Examiner's cited excerpt (Col 6, 
line 46 - Col. 7, line 9) does discuss "filters" and "images.'' it most certainly does NOT 
discuss any data structure comprising a relationship between an initial image and a 
specific filter. 

Finally, with regard to all the Section 103 rejections, the Examiner has failed to 
show any motivation to combine references. For example, the Examiner's two primary 
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references are Olano and McCrossin. Olano relates to system for using graphics 
hardware to perform derivative math and McCrossin relates to using the sequential 
application fdters to change the file format of an image (e.g. from BMP to JPG, etc.). A 
skilled artisan working in the field of the Applicant's claims would not likely be inclined 
to find one of these references; but even if one were found accidentally, since the topic of 
the other is so far removed, there would be motivation to find or combine the two. In 
essence, the combination of Olano and McCrossin "teaches" the non-sensical technical 
point of graphics systems that convert file formats in order to do derivative calculus. 

Having demonstrated distinction from the cited art and corrected informalities as 
requested, Applicant believes that all the claims of this case are in condition for 
allowance. If the Examiner has questions or wishes to discuss this matter, please call the 
undersigned at 832-446-2415. 



Wong, Cabello, Lutsch, 

Rutherford & Brucculeri, L.L.P. 
20333 SH 249. Suite 600 
Houston, TX 77070 
832/446-2400 



Respectfully submitted, 
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